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Abstract

Carbon stars (with atmospheric C/O> 1) range widely in temperature and luminosity, from low
mass dwarfs to asymptotic giant branch stars (AGB). The main sequence dwarf carbon (dC) stars
have inherited carbon-rich material from an AGB companion, which has since transitioned to a white
dwarf. The dC stars are far more common than C giants, but no reliable estimates of dC space
density have been published to date. We present results from an all-sky survey for carbon stars using
the low-resolution XP spectra from Gaia DR3. We developed and measured a set of spectral indices
contrasting C2 and CN molecular band strengths in carbon stars against common absorption features
found in normal (C/O< 1) stars such as CaI, TiO and Balmer lines. We combined these indices with
the XP spectral coefficients as input to supervised machine-learning algorithms trained on a vetted
sample of known C stars from LAMOST. We describe the selection of the carbon candidate sample, and
provide a catalog of 43,574 candidates dominated by cool C giants in the Magellanic Clouds and at low
galactic latitude in the Milky Way. We report the confirmation of candidate C stars using intermediate
(R ∼ 1800) resolution optical spectroscopy from the Fred Lawrence Whipple Observatory, and provide
estimates of sample purity and completeness. From a carefully-vetted sample of over 600 dCs, we
measure their local space density to be ρ0 = 1.96+0.14

−0.12 × 10−6 pc−3 (about one dC in every local disk

volume of radius 50 pc), with a relatively large disk scale height of Hz = 856+49
−43 pc.

Unified Astronomy Thesaurus concepts: Carbon stars (199), Chemically peculiar stars (226), Binary
stars (154), Close binary stars (254), Late-type stars (909)

1. Introduction

Strong atmospheric carbon (C>O) is only intrinsic
to asymptotic giant branch (AGB) stars that have un-
dergone the third dredge-up (thermally pulsing, or TP-
AGB) phase, whereby strong convection brings helium,
carbon, and s-process elements to the surface (Iben
1974; Iben & Renzini 1983). However, a whole family
of carbon and related stars exist. Carbon stars are tra-
ditionally broken up into the following categories: C-H,
C-R, and C-N. Other notable categories are C-J, Barium
(Ba), CH, and carbon-enhanced metal-poor (CEMP)
stars (Wallerstein & Knapp 1998). C-N, C-H, and C-R
can be differentiated by their carbon band strength and
colors. C-N stars are the reddest stars with the deepest
carbon bands – typically AGB stars and other giants.
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Since AGB C stars are luminous, they are easily de-
tectable to large distances in the halo of the Milky Way,
as well as in the Large and Small Magellanic Clouds and
other nearby galaxies. C-H and C-R are bluer stars,
often subgiants and difficult to distinguish from each
other. These stars’ carbon bands are weaker in strength
than C-N stars. Many C-R stars in the literature are ac-
tually misclassified C-N or C-H stars, but the evolution
of the genuine early C-R stars is still debated (Izzard
et al. 2007; Zamora et al. 2009). Barium stars tend to
have relatively weak carbon bands, similar in strength
to some of the early C-R stars, however, these are also
accompanied by Ba II absorption lines at 4007 Å and
4554 Å. A high binary fraction has been found for C-H,
Ba and the s−process rich CEMP−s stars (McClure &
Woodsworth 1990; Jorissen et al. 1998, 2016; Lucatello
et al. 2005).
The bulk of the literature on C stars concerns C gi-

ants and C-AGB stars. Significant progress has been
made in theoretical modeling of nucleosynthesis in C-
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AGB stars and their production of gas and dust as
a function of mass and metallicity (Busso et al. 1999;
Karakas & Lattanzio 2014; Cristallo et al. 2016; Ventura
et al. 2020). Claussen et al. (1987) studied an infrared-
selected, flux-limited sample of C giants in the Milky
Way and derived their space density. Luminosities of
different classes of C giants in the Milky Way are con-
sidered in Abia et al. (2022), and the C-AGB luminosity
function is well-studied in Straniero et al. (2023).
Some AGB C stars have main sequence companions

that may accrete substantial C-enriched material from
the C-AGB star, increasing the C/O ratio in the atmo-
sphere of the companion. This accretion occurs primar-
ily in the TP-AGB phase which lasts only a few mil-
lion years. The AGB C star will then evolve to a white
dwarf via mass-loss, which in turn cools until it becomes
less luminous than its main sequence companion at op-
tical wavelengths, leaving behind a main sequence star
with a carbon-enriched atmosphere. Depending on the
mass of accreted material, its C/O ratio, the mass of the
main sequence companion, its metallicity, and the depth
of mixing, C2 and/or CN molecular bands may become
easily detectable even in medium or low-resolution spec-
tra (Dahn et al. 1977; Green et al. 1991; Christlieb et al.
2001; Li et al. 2018). Thus, a dwarf carbon (dC) star is
born.
As evidence for this scenario, in some cases the hot

white dwarf is still evident in the spectrum of a DA/dC
double-line spectroscopic binary (Heber et al. 1993;
Liebert et al. 1994; Si et al. 2014). Also, the binary
fraction of dCs appears to be near 95% (Roulston et al.
2019). The dC stars will eventually evolve off the main
sequence, and may thus be the progenitors of some of
the other types of carbon giants already mentioned, at
least those with high binarity such as the C-H, Ba,
and CEMP-s stars (e.g., McClure & Woodsworth 1990;
Hansen et al. 2016; Izzard et al. 2010).
The known types of carbon stars thus span all lumi-

nosities from main sequence (dwarf) to giant, to AGB
(e.g., see the carbon color-magnitude diagram of Green
et al. 2019, Figure 2). Given that C-AGB lifetimes are
typically a few Myr, ∼ 103× shorter than main sequence
lifetimes, dC stars should be far more common in the
Milky Way than C giants (de Kool & Green 1995). How-
ever, though dCs have much higher space densities than
C-AGB stars, they are typically 102−3× less luminous,
so are less well-known from early large-area surveys with
bright magnitude limits (e.g., Stephenson 1985; Sand-
uleak & Pesch 1988). By far most dCs discovered to
date are known from deeper, recent surveys like SDSS
or LAMOST (e.g., Green 2013; Li et al. 2024). How-
ever, these are subject to strong targeting and selec-
tion effects, and do not cover the whole sky. As post-
mass transfer main sequence stars, dCs can have abso-
lute magnitudes and colors ranging from those similar
to M dwarfs (MG ∼ 11, GBP −GRP ∼ 2.2) up through
about early G-type (MG ∼ 4.5, GBP −GRP ∼ 0.7). A

C star color-magnitude diagram is shown in Roulston
et al. 2022 (Figure 2), and example dC spectra in Roul-
ston et al. 2020, (Figure 1). Even warmer, more massive
C>O main sequence stars may exist, but they are likely
too warm to have detectable molecular bands of C2 and
CN.
The brightest known dCs (defined here as having

MG > 4.5) with spectroscopic confirmation are about
V ∼ 14mag, but at most a handful are known (e.g.,
G77-61 and LP318-342).
A new sample of bright, uniformly-selected dCs would

be particularly useful, because high resolution spec-
troscopy could be used to validate atmospheric models
and thereby key stellar parameters for dCs, such as tem-
perature and mass. High resolution spectroscopy could
also be used to measure the carbon and neutron cap-
ture elements of AGB star material still in dC atmo-
spheres, as yet unperturbed by evolution up the giant
branch. This is of particular interest as the CH, Ba and
the carbon-enhanced metal poor (CEMP-s) stars (Lu-
catello et al. 2005) - mostly giants or subgiants - likely
evolved from dC stars, and are better known than dCs
from previous surveys only because of their larger lumi-
nosities.
Products from the Gaia mission enable selection of

bright C stars across the entire sky, including carbon
AGB stars, red giants and dwarfs. In this paper, we
produce an all-sky catalog of C star candidates using
low-resolution spectra from Gaia Data Release 3 (DR3;
Gaia Collaboration et al. 2023) and machine learning.
While our catalog includes C stars across a wide range
of luminosities, our scientific focus for this paper is on
the dwarf carbon stars, their luminosity function and
their space density. Nevertheless, the C giants will prove
useful for many other studies, potentially including e.g.,
the detection and characterization of stellar streams in
the halo of the Milky Way (e.g., Ibata et al. 2013; Chan-
dra et al. 2023), luminosity functions, period-luminosity
relations for Mira variables, mass ranges and metallicity
dependence of C-AGB star populations in the Magel-
lanic Clouds (e.g., Pastorelli et al. 2020; Iwanek et al.
2021) etc.
Our primary aim is to identify a relatively pure and

complete sample of dCs, to enhance the currently known
sample of≃1000 dCs (Li et al. 2024; Green 2013), adding
new - and mostly brighter - Gaia-identified dCs. An
unbiased, all-sky sample of carbon stars will enable us
to determine the dC space density using Gaia paral-
laxes. This is crucial for comparison to models of binary
evolution leading to post-mass transfer systems. Roul-
ston et al. (2021) found that a significant fraction of
dCs are variable. Using this sample, we can also find
and study new variable dCs using extant multi-epoch
wide-area imaging surveys such as e.g., the Transiting
Exoplanet Survey Satellite (TESS; Ricker et al. 2015),
the Zwicky Transient Facility (ZTF; Bellm et al. 2019),
the Asteroid Terrestrial-impact Last Alert System (AT-
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LAS; Tonry et al. 2018), and Gaia DR3 multi-epoch pho-
tometry (Eyer et al. 2023). A large, bright, uniformly-
selected sample of dCs can help determine whether the
main pathway to dC variability is from accretion spin-
up, activity and spot rotation, or tidal locking and ellip-
soidal modulation. Similarly, we can measure activity
fraction in dCs using optical spectra and X-ray emis-
sion (Roulston et al. 2022; Green et al. 2019). A bright
sample of dCs could reveal the first known eclipsing dC
systems, enabling the derivation of their mass, radius
and density.
In Section 2, we briefly describe Gaia DR3, the parent

catalog of our all-sky search for C stars. We describe our
training set of vetted C stars and our control sample in
Section 3. The features we use in training (spectral in-
dices and XP coefficients) are detailed in Section 4, along
with a discussion of optimization of the machine learn-
ing algorithms in Section 5. In Section 6 we detail the
results of the machine learning classification, and com-
pleteness calculations based on previous spectroscopic
surveys. Our spectroscopic observations and measure-
ments of sample purity are outlined in Section 7. These
enable our calculation of the luminosity function and
space density of dCs in Section 8. We contrast our re-
sults to other relevant stellar samples in Section 9, and
summarize our results and discuss future prospects in
Section 10.

2. Gaia DR3

Gaia Data Release 3 (DR3; Gaia Collaboration et al.
2023) has made an extensive and novel data set avail-
able, including about 220 million flux-calibrated low-
resolution XP (BP/RP, Blue Photometer and Red Pho-
tometer) spectra that cover the wavelength range of
336− 1020 nm with a spectral resolution of R∼ 20− 70.
Because there are no flat fields or spectroscopic lamp

images taken on the BP/RP spectro-photometer on
Gaia, the spectra must be internally calibrated. The
internal calibration is done on a set of basis functions,
leading to a set of 110 Hermite polynomial coefficients
(herein referred to as coefficients) from the BP/RP
spectro-photometers from which full spectrum can be re-
constructed (e.g., using GaiaXPy; Ruz-Mieres & zuzan-
nakr 2024). The photometry, BP and RP magnitudes,
are obtained from these sampled spectra.
It has been shown that stars with different effective

temperatures show distinct distributions of the coeffi-
cients, therefore distinguishing between different stellar
spectra is possible with only the coefficients (Carrasco
et al. 2021). Additionally, using the coefficients can pre-
vent the loss of information that occurs when using sam-
pled spectra. This discrete set of 110 coefficients from
Gaia DR3 is potentially powerful for classification pur-
poses using machine learning where many features can
be used as input.
Gaia EDR3 and DR3 data have been used to cal-

culate the luminosity functions and space densities of

various classes of objects such as cataclysmic variables
(CVs,) whie dwarfs (WDs), and other stars (Rebassa-
Mansergas et al. 2021; Rix et al. 2021; Canbay et al.
2023; Dawson et al. 2024), adding to those from previous
data releases (Pala et al. 2020). Our own measurements
of the luminosity function and space density of dCs will
be explained in detail in Section 8.

3. Carbon Star Training Set

In order to use and test the various machine learning
algorithms available, we compiled a training sample of
stars with known spectral classifications. This set in-
cludes spectroscopically confirmed C stars, along with a
control sample of normal (C/O < 1) stars.
Our first training sample was based on spectroscop-

ically confirmed C stars from the literature, obtained
through SIMBAD classifications, cross matched to those
stars with XP spectra in Gaia DR3. While we were able
to train, and predict with this sample, our follow-up
verification spectroscopy revealed a disappointingly low
purity. While we present details of the this first training
sample in the appendix, we focus on our final training
set and the results obtained from it.

3.1. Carbon Star Training Sample

We used the Large Sky Area Multi-Object Fiber Spec-
troscopic Telescope (LAMOST) Galactic spectroscopy
survey (Zhao et al. 2012) to select our training sam-
ple of bright C stars. We selected stars from LAMOST
DR8 v2.0 (Deng et al. 2012) that are classified by their
pipeline as C stars. This resulted in a sample of 4132
unique stars after matching to Gaia and requiring each
star to have an XP spectrum available.
From this sample, we removed stars with Galactic lat-

itude |b| < 10 to avoid significant reddening (by dust in
the Galactic plane) and overcrowded fields. We also re-
moved stars with G > 16.5 to avoid spikes and other
non-physical issues at low S/N in the Gaia XP spectra.
In addition, we reject GBP −GRP < 0.7 to exclude ob-
jects outside the temperature regime of C stars (Green
et al. 2019), especially DQ white dwarfs with carbon
bands. These cuts resulted in 1746 unique objects. Fi-
nally, we visually inspected the LAMOST spectrum for
each of these stars, selecting objects with significant C2

bands (usually including visible C2 at 5636Å), resulting
in our final pure sample of 926 carbon stars. An ex-
amples of the plots used for this visual inspection are
shown in Figure 1.

3.2. Control Sample

In order for our trained machine learning algorithm
to correctly classify carbon stars, it must be trained to
identify objects labeled as “not carbon star”. This moti-
vated the need for a well defined control sample of non-
carbon star objects. This control sample should contain
a representative sample of objects that may found in the
general Gaia data set, including objects such as O-rich



4 Roulston et al.

4000 5000 6000 7000 8000 9000

Wavelength [Å]
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Figure 1. The LAMOST spectrum (solid black line) and corresponding Gaia XP spectrum (orange dashed line) of a previously

known carbon star, 0316+1006, or Gaia DR3 14547844505574400 (Totten & Irwin 1998; Gaia Collaboration et al. 2023). The

wavelengths of major late-type stellar spectral features like the bandheads of CH, C2, CN and TiO are marked by vertical lines.

We used plots like these to visually vet our C star training sample.

stars, quasars, galaxies, and other stellar types as rare
as C stars (e.g., S-type, Wolf-Rayet stars, brown dwarfs,
cataclysmic variables).
We aimed to have a large control sample that would

contain objects across these representative classes, but
without placing many constraints that might cause un-
known selection effects in the control sample that differ
from the main carbon star sample. We simply selected
from Gaia the first one million objects using the Gaia
provided random index, and applied the same data cuts
as from the carbon star sample. These cuts included
magnitude, color, Galactic latitude, and that there was
XP spectra available. The resulting control sample com-
prises 18909 random stars with the same magnitude and
color range as the C star sample.

4. Features Used in Training

While a carefully selected and curated training sam-
ple is crucial for accurate machine learning classifica-
tions, it is equally important to choose training features
that enable the best discrimination between classes of
objects. Since carbon stars are anticipated to span a
wide range of luminosities, from luminous AGB stars
to low-mass dwarfs, and may be at any distance within
the detectable range of Gaia, we have ensured that our
training features are distance-independent.
The features we selected to train on all incorporate

some form of information about the important promi-
nent spectral features found in carbon stars, as well as
non-carbon stars. While these features may have overlap
in the information about specific spectral features, mul-
tiple representations of the same data input to machine

learning models often lead to more accurate outcomes
(e.g., Dietterich 2000).
The 133 features we have selected cover three main

categories: (1) Gaia photometry in the from of the Gaia
colors (GBP −GRP , GBP −G, G−GRP ; Gaia Collabora-
tion et al. 2023), (2) the spectral BP/RP coefficients for
the Gaia XP spectra as given by Gaia, and (3) spectral
indices as measured from the sampled Gaia XP spectra
(De Angeli et al. 2023) .
We include all BP and RP coefficients, for a total of

110 coefficient features. Since these coefficients encode
information about the apparent magnitude, we normal-
ized both BP and RP each to the value of the respective
first coefficient. This makes the first XP coefficient in
each set (BP1, RP1) both 1, and all other coefficients
scaled appropriately.
We also include 20 spectral index features, which are

measured from the sampled XP spectra, which are made
from the XP coefficients using GaiaXPy. We use the
standard Gaia XP sampling wavelength grid, but in-
terpolate it onto a 1Å wavelength spacing to allow the
index to be measured when found between the standard
sampling grid spacing. For the training data, we per-
formed a standard sample scaling to the spectral indices
individually to remove the mean and to a variance of
one.

We calculate a spectral index as simply a ratio that de-
scribes the relative strength of various absorption bands.
This ratio is of the mean flux in-band of some spectral
feature of interest, to the mean flux out-of-band in a
nearby region that acts as local pseudo-continuum. Ta-
ble 1 lists the spectral indices that we consider in this
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Table 1. Spectral Indices

Spectral Index In-Band Out-of-Band

Name λin
1 λin

2 λout
1 λout

2

Å

∗CaII K 3924.8 3944.8 3944.8 3954.8
∗CaII H 3960.0 3980.0 3980 4030

CaI 4217 4217.9 4237.9 4237.9 4257.2
∗CH 4286.2 4316.2 4261.2 4286.2

CN 4216 4144 4178 4246 4284

C2 4382 4350.0 4380.0 4450.0 4600.0

C2 4737 4650.0 4730.0 4750.0 4850.0

Hβ 4823.0 4900.0 4945.0 4980.0
∗C2 5165 5028.0 5165.0 5210.0 5380.0
∗Mg I 5154.1 5194.1 5101.4 5151.4

TiO 5448 5448 5500 5380 5440

C2 5636 5400.0 5630.0 5650.0 5800.0

TiO 6151 6151.0 6300.0 6400 6520

Hα 6519.0 6609.0 6645.0 6700.0

CN 6926 6935.0 7035.0 6850.0 6900.0

CN 7088 7075.0 7233.0 7039.0 7075.0

TiO 7053 7053.0 7250.0 7340 7500

CN 7259 7233.0 7382.0 7382.0 7425.0

TiO 7592 7589.0 7885.0 7390 7560

CN 7872 7850.0 8050.0 7650.0 7820.0

CN 8067 8059.0 8234.0 8234.0 8263.0

CN 8270 8263.0 8423.0 8423.0 8481.0

TiO 8432 8432 8690 8710 8830

TiO 8860 8860 9000 9000 9050

Note—The designated name of each spectral index is

listed, along with the start and end wavelengths used

to calculate the average flux in the numerator (in-

band) and the denominator (out-of-band) for that

index, as in Equation 1. Wavelengths listed with

decimal places are taken from Roulston et al. (2020)

for that index. Those with no decimal place we de-

fined by visual inspection of SDSS spectra of M or C

stars. Spectral indices marked with an asterisk were

calculated, but not used in the candidate selection.

work. Not all the indices listed in the table are used,
with those calculated for later exploration but not used
to train marked with an asterisk. For each index, we give
wavelength range edges for the in-band and out-of-band
flux regions we use.

For the spectral indices listed in Table 1, the mean
of the in-band flux is the numerator, and the mean of
the nearby out-of-band flux or the pseudo-continuum
flux is the denominator. This is shown by the following
equation,

Spectral Index =
Fin-band

Fout-of-band

=

∫ λin
2

λin
1

f(λ) dλ∫ λout
2

λout
1

f(λ) dλ
(1)

where the wavelength limits are listed for each index in
Table 1.
The spectral indices in Table 1 were chosen to char-

acterize the strengths of absorption features found com-
monly in stellar spectra, and most particularly the C2

and CN molecular bands. Many of the spectral in-
dices were adopted directly from the PyHammer2 code
of Roulston et al. 2020. The strength of certain spec-
tral indices change depending on the stellar effective
temperature, gravity and atmospheric abundances. For
cooler carbon AGB giants (C-N stars) with depressed
blue flux, the CN bands will be the strongest defin-
ing features, whereas for warmer carbon stars (e.g., C-
H and C-R types) the C2 bands will be the strongest
defining features. We excluded some important molecu-
lar bands seen in C stars which are not distinguishable
from other common absorption features at the Gaia XP
spectral resolution. For example, the CH band occurs
frequently in normal O-rich stars from late-F through
early K- types (Gray 2022). The C2 λ5165Å band over-
laps strongly with Mg I and MgH absorption at λ5175Å.
The CaII H&K lines are evident in both O- and C-rich
stars. These features were not used as features in our
classifiers.

5. Machine Learning Optimization

5.1. XGBoost

We chose the XGBoost algorithm to help identify new
C stars because of its proven successful implementation
with large spectroscopic surveys. Studies that utilize
XGBoost for stellar classification purposes using spec-
troscopy and photometry include: metal-poor carbon-
enhanced stars with Gaia DR3 (Lucey et al. 2023);
metal-poor candidates with Gaia DR3 (Yao et al. 2023);
stars, quasars, and galaxies with BASS DR3 (Li et al.
2021); red clump stars with LAMOST DR7 (He et al.
2022); symbiotic stars with LAMOST DR9 (Jia et al.
2023); M giants with LAMOST DR9 (Yi et al. 2019);
M subdwarfs in LAMOST and SDSS DR7 (Yue et al.
2021), to name a few.
XGBoost is a gradient-boosting decision tree algo-

rithm (Chen & Guestrin 2016). This algorithm builds
repeated decision trees to fit the residuals from a previ-
ous tree, until the residuals stop decreasing or the model
reaches the maximum number of trees. Then, it sums
the results from each tree, which are weighted by a learn-
ing rate (η), and this value is then plugged into the



6 Roulston et al.

Sigmoid function, σ(x) = 1/(1 + e−x), to calculate the
probability of the object belonging to a certain class.
To optimize the XGBoost hyperparameters, we used

both the ShuffleSplitCV and RandomSearchCV from
Scikit-Learn (Pedregosa et al. 2011) to create training
and testing sets. ShuffleSplitCV is a random permuta-
tion cross-validation model that splits data into training
and testing sets based on the number of splits specified,
testing size percentage, etc. RandomizedSearchCV seeks
the best parameter combinations for the chosen model
as it trains the model iteratively with cross validation
(using ShuffleSplitCV) and then calculates the accu-
racy score for each set of parameters. It then uses the
highest accuracy score and returns the best parameters
for the model.
When training XGBoost, many hyperparameters can

be adjusted, such as the learning rate (η), the maxi-
mum depth of a tree, and the minimum loss reduction
required to make a further partition on a leaf node of the
tree (γ). Using the recommended grid from (Yao et al.
2023), RandomSearchCV randomly selects values from a
predefined grid in hyperparameter space, listed below,
to find the optimal set of parameters:

1. n estimators: from 900 to 1500 in steps of 50

2. max depth: from 2 to 15 in steps of 1

3. learning rate: from 0.05 to 1 in steps of 0.05

4. subsample: from 0.5 to 1 in steps of 0.05

5. colsample bytree: from 0.3 to 0.9 in steps of 0.05

6. min child weight: from 1 to 20 in steps of 1

7. gamma: from 0 to 0.7 in steps of 0.02

This model, using the LAMOST C stars and the
randomly-selected Gaia control sample, is the better-
performing model in regards to purity estimates dis-
cussed in more detail in Sec. 7.

5.2. Random Forest

The Random Forest algorithm (RF) has been com-
monly used and evaluated for stellar classification in as-
tronomy (Solorio-Ramı́rez et al. 2023). Studies that use
multi-dimensional data such as spectroscopic and pho-
tometric observations with RF for the purpose of stel-
lar classification include: WDs with Gaia DR3 (Garćıa-
Zamora et al. 2023); M dwarfs with SDSS and 2MASS
(Sithajan & Meethong 2023); RR Lyrae stars with SDSS
DR15 and Gaia DR2 (Zhang et al. 2020); to name a few.
The architecture of the Random Forest begins with a

single decision tree created from a subset of the training
data. Each data point goes through a series of nodes,
or decision points, where it will branch off to the left
or right depending on the criteria of the node. At each
node in a decision tree, a subset of features is randomly
selected. The algorithm then decides which feature from
this subset will be used to split the data. This selection

aims to find the feature that best separates the data into
different classes, and to decide on the optimal threshold
value for the splitting that results in the greatest possi-
ble separation between classes. Each path will lead to
a series of other nodes that will be iterated across until
a prediction about the data can be eventually reached.
The algorithm itself contains numerous trees that are
each made with a different subset of data, so they each
have different predictions. The Random Forest is then
able to give a likelihood score for each source given as
a percentage of the trees that came to the same conclu-
sion.
We used the Random Forest algorithm from the

Scikit-Learn library. To create a random cross-
validation subset, we used the train test split func-
tion. We chose a training set size of .75, meaning 25%
of the original training data is randomly chosen to be
set aside to test the accuracy of the model rather than
being used to create the algorithm.
Many hyperparameters were tested to improve the ac-

curacy of the RF model; the two hyperparameters with
noticeable positive effects on the model’s metrics were
max features and bootstrap. The max features hy-
perparameter tells the algorithm how many features it
can use to make a decision at each node. We found
that the optimal value of max features is 19. The
bootstrap hyperparameter is what tells the algorithm
to use only a fraction of the objects for each decision
tree. By setting this parameter to false and letting each
decision tree be created with all stars, the model is more
accurate even if it is more computationally expensive.
The remaining hyperparameters were left at default val-
ues.

5.3. Feature Importance

The relative importance of features in both the XG-
Boost and RF training are shown in Fig 2. In XG-
Boost, feature importance is measured by ‘gain’ which
quantifies the average improvement in the loss function
achieved by splits using a given feature. In RF, Gini
importance is used which computes the total reduction
in Gini impurity across all trees for splits involving a
specific feature. These two methods of deriving feature
importance, while not the same, adequately rank the ef-
fectiveness of a specific feature in the classification of an
object within the model.
The two algorithms prefer remarkably different fea-

tures for selecting C stars, but they do share the SIs for
CNλ7872, C2λ4382 and CNλ6926, as well as the poly-
nomial coefficients BP 5, and BP 9. The most impor-
tant features used in XGBoost include several BP spec-
tral coefficients, CNλ7872 and C2 λ4382, and the color
GBP − G. The most important feature for RF by far
is the spectral index CNλ7872. The other SI features
with high importance scores are C2λ4737, CNλ6926,
TiOλ5448 , and C2λ4382. RF does not yield high im-
portance scores for any colors. Identifying SIs associated
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RP 28
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Figure 2. Importance scores of features used in XGBoost (left) and Random Forest (right), for the 20 most important features

in each. Features marked (BP n) or (RP n) are the nth Hermite polynomial coefficients of the BP/RP halves of the XP spectra.

Spectral indicies are shown with the central wavelength for that feature, which are listed in Table 1.

with carbon bands as key features in these models vali-
dates our choice of specified SIs for classifying C stars.

6. Selection Results

With our optimized machine learning models, we
trained both the XGBoost and RF models with the same
data comprised of our C star sample and the control
sample. With the trained models, we proceeded to pre-
dict classifications (C, or non-C) on all possible objects
that meet the same cuts we placed on the training data.
Of the 219,197,643 objects in Gaia DR3 with XP spec-
tra, we predicted labels for the 99,575,842 objects that
meet our cuts of G < 16.5 and GBP −GRP > 0.7.
The XGBoost model labeled 131,265 objects as a C

star, and the RF model labeled 130,437 objects as a
C star. While each of these sets of predictions likely
have their own set of biases, purities, and completeness,
we aim to select a large sample with the highest purity
to aid in our calculations of the dC space density. We
therefore cross-matched these two sets of predictions,
and select only objects that appear in both the XGBoost
and RF predictions as a C star. This results in our final
C star candidate sample of 43,574 objects. This is a C
star candidate fraction of 0.04% of the tested sample.
We reemphasize that our selection of C star candidates

is based only on spectral shape and spectral features,
irrespective of either apparent or absolute magnitude.
Because of that, the vast majority of C stars in our
catalog are giants at relatively large distances, including
about 10,800 in the LMC and 3,000 in the SMC. Among
candidates in the Milky Way with reliable parallaxes,

the catalog contains about another 10,000 giants, and
about a thousand dwarf C stars.
The full data tables we used for the training, control

and candidate samples (including SIs and BP/RP coef-
ficients) are available on request from the authors.
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While we investigate our selection purity and com-
pleteness in the next sections, our initial cursory check
was to cross-match our selected C star candidates to
available large spectroscopic surveys.
Cross-matching the candidate list to the approxi-

mately 10 million LAMOST DR9 spectra yields 1646
matches. Of those matches, 1,215 (74%) are classified
as LAMOST C stars, 144 (8.7%) as G stars, 77 (4.7%) as
K stars, with the remainder (13%) scattered across other
stellar types. Some of the stars that LAMOST classi-
fies as G and K type may have weak carbon features,
which could indicate a purity as high as 87%. Note that
of these 1,215 LAMOST DR9 C stars our algorithms
selected, 545 were included in our LAMOST DR8v2.0
training sample.
Cross matching our same candidate sample to approx-

imately 3.2 million SDSS spectra yields 380 matches. Of
those, 298 (78.4%) are classified by SDSS as C stars, 11
(2.9%) as G stars, and 49 (12.9%) as K stars. Again,
if the G and K have weak carbon features, our purity
could be up to 94%.
Figure 3 presents a revised version of the main figure

from Lebzelter et al. (2018), incorporating our compre-
hensive sample of C star candidates. The original plot
in Lebzelter et al. (2018) was intended to distinguish
between AGB stars and regions enriched in C and O el-
ements. However, a newer version of the plot in Abia
et al. (2022) highlights the presence of C-rich stars in
regions beyond the labeled C-rich region. By comparing
our sample to the plot from Abia et al. (2022), we infer
that our sample encompasses a diverse range of C star
types, including N, J, R-hot, and dwarf carbon stars.

6.1. Completeness

The ideal completeness check would be to match our
candidate C star list against a large sample of C stars
with reliable spectroscopic classifications at higher res-
olution, which also have Gaia XP spectra in the same
magnitude range as our survey. In fact, the best such
comparison sample is our LAMOST C star training sam-
ple (see Section 3). This is clearly not ideal, because
our methods should detect most of those by definition.
Therefore, a completeness test on this sample probably
allows an upper limit to our actual completeness. Fig-
ure 4 shows the properties of the full training sample
(926 LAMOST C stars vetted by eye with scores of 4 or
5; see Section 7.1). Just 592 (63.9% of) the LAMOST
training sample are selected as candidates. The incom-
pleteness is worst in the region of bluer C stars with
weaker C2 bands, which are predominantly dCs.
We certainly should expect greater completeness for

our own training sample. It’s possible that we do not
not retrieve the full sample because of model overfitting.
For the blue dCs, carbon features are weak, and easily
confused with features commonly seen in normal mid-
G to early K-type stars. For such early-type dCs, the
model may be focusing on irrelevant features or noise.
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Figure 3. Revised Gaia-2MASS plot from Lebzelter et al.

(2018) showing our C star candidate sample. We show the

boundaries from Lebzelter et al. (2018) in dashed black lines,

and are labeled accordingly. Comparing our plot to the up-

dated version found in Abia et al. (2022), we see that our

C star candidates span all types, including N, J, R-hot, and

dwarf carbon stars.

Such stars may also be near the decision boundary, and
therefore not meet the retrieval criteria.
Table 3 shows the percentage of LAMOST stars re-

trieved as candidates, as a function of absolute G band
magnitude MG, in thirteen 1mag bins from –3.5 to 9.5.
Essentially none of the bluest, most luminous dCs are
selected as candidates in the range 4.5< MG <5.5. By
contrast, completeness is excellent for red C stars toward
both the faint and luminous ends of the C star sequence.
For the full range of MG, completeness is 63.8%, simi-
lar to e.g., a recent Gaia search for CEMP stars (Lucey
et al. 2023).

For definitive C giants, with MG ≤ 2.5, 73% (517) of
the 708 LAMOST C stars are retrieved. For definitive
dCs, with MG > 4.5, 47.2% (51) of the 108 dCs are
retrieved. Higher completeness for dCs is achieved only
by excluding the blue, luminous objects e.g., 56.7% for
MG > 5.5 or 80.7% for MG > 6.5.
To test the completeness of our selection specifically

for giant C stars in the literature, we cross-correlate our
list of candidates against Table 1 of (Abia et al. 2022),
a list of Galactic carbon or related stars culled from the
literature, including C-N and C-J type AGB stars, as
well as warm C-R stars. Our candidate list includes
92% of the cooler C stars in this list (374 stars with N
and J types). As expected, we retrieve a much smaller
fraction (35%) of the (234) warm C-R stars in their list;
such stars have weak C2 and CN bands (see e.g., Fig 1
of Ji et al. 2016).
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Figure 4. Comparison of our candidate sample to our LAMOST C star training sample. UPPER LEFT: C2 λ5636 spectral

index measurements vs. GBP −GRP color for our full training sample of 926 visually vetted C stars from LAMOST. UPPER

RIGHT: Same plot for objects selected by our method as C star candidates. Blue points are all 11,527 candidates in uncrowded

sky regions (excluding the Galactic plane and the LMC/SMC regions). Red points show the 592 (63.9% of all) the LAMOST

training sample selected as candidates. Green points show all candidates with MG > 4.5 in uncrowded regions. The lowest

completeness is in the region of bluer C stars with weaker C2 bands, which are predominantly dCs. BOTTOM: Color-magnitude

diagram for the full LAMOST training sample (blue points), showing those selected as C star candidates in red. Again, the

bluest C stars show greater incompleteness, with few LAMOST dCs selected between 4.5 < MG < 6.

7. Spectroscopic Verification of Candidates

To verify whether our candidates are actually C stars,
and thereby estimate the purity of this new sample, we
selected a random subset of candidates for follow-up
spectroscopic observations at higher spectral resolution
to confirm the existence of carbon molecular band fea-
tures. We obtained spectra of a subset of the candidate
list over 5 observing runs at the Fred Lawrence Whipple
Observatory (FLWO) on Mt. Hopkins in southern Ari-
zona. The spectra were obtained using the FLWO 1.5m
Tillinghast telescope with the FAST spectrograph. For
the first four runs, spectra were taken using a 3′′ slit.
For the last run, we used a 1.5′′ slit. A tilt of 625 for
the 300 lines/mm grating yielded a wavelength range of
about 3850 to 7850 Å, with a typical FWHM resolution
of 6–7 Å. The total exposure time for a target spectrum
depended on the object’s apparent magnitude, ranging

from 10 to 400 seconds. The observing dates and num-
ber of C star candidates observed are listed in Table 4
Target selection differed across runs. For all FAST

runs, we selected candidates by training the XGBoost
and Random Forest algorithms, generating a candidate
C star sample from their overlap. For the FAST runs
in 2023, we used our initial training samples described
in the AppendixA, with 2315 C stars selected from the
literature, and an extended control sample of 18,914 ob-
jects (from which we had removed 17 C star candidates).
Before the Oct 2023 run, we trained on all SIs (Ta-

ble 1) along with all the polynomial coefficients. The
overlap of XGBoost and RF results yielded 212,381 can-
didates across the whole sky. Of these, we randomly
selected a target list, of which 102 unique objects were
observed with the FLWO1.5m/FAST.
While the coefficients are only available for Gaia spec-

tra, SIs would be applicable to any spectroscopic sur-
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Table 3. Completeness by MG

MG1
MG2

NLAMOST NCand %

-3.5 -2.5 20 20 100.0

-2.5 -1.5 77 77 100.0

-1.5 -0.5 123 118 95.9

-0.5 0.5 164 127 77.4

0.5 1.5 187 117 62.5

1.5 2.5 137 58 42.3

2.5 3.5 93 20 21.5

3.5 4.5 14 1 7.1

4.5 5.5 18 0 0.0

5.5 6.5 38 9 23.7

6.5 7.5 27 19 70.4

7.5 8.5 19 18 94.7

8.5 9.5 6 5 83.3

Note—Columns are (1) Bright edge of the ab-
solute G magnitude bin (2) faint edge (3) the
number of LAMOST C stars in our training
sample (4) the number of such stars retrieved
as candidates by our selection algorithm (5)
the completeness i.e., the percentage of LAM-
OST C stars retrieved as C star candidates.

vey, so for the Nov 2023 run, we used the same training
samples, but tested training without use of coefficients.
We also dropped some of the SIs (those marked with
an asterisk in Table 1) that showed low importance in
the modeling, and were deemed likely to reduce purity:
Ca II, CH λ4314, C2 λ5165, and Mg I λ5175 because at
low-resolution these features overlap with features in O-
rich stars. Candidates selected both by XGBoost and
RF results yielded 646,121 candidates, i.e., far less se-
lective. From a randomly-selected sample of targets, 274
unique objects were observed.
Before the Jan 2024 run, we used the new, final train-

ing sample, taken entirely from VI-confirmed LAMOST
spectra, and trained on the reduced list of SIs, includ-
ing coefficients. The overlap sample from the XGBoost
and RF algorithms included 43,574 candidate C stars.
Of these, 18,239 are in crowded regions (4,430 have
|b| ≤ 10deg and 13,808 are within 5 deg of the Large or
Small Magellanic Clouds), leaving 11,527 as our prime
sample of interest for this paper. A random subsample
of 333 such stars were observed with FAST in Jan 2024.
For the Mar 2024 run, we selected C star candidates

from the same list as for Jan 2024. A random subsample
of 241 unique candidates were observed.
For the May 2024 run, we restricted to dC candidates

only (those withMG > 4.5, calculated from the observed
G magnitudes and using the median distance r med geo
from Bailer-Jones et al. 2021), with a higher XGProb C
value above 0.85. Furthermore, we sought multiple
epoch observations for those dC candidates that show
strong variability in ZTF lightcurves, especially if pe-
riodicity was detected. Spectra were obtained for 125
unique dC candidates. Given the additional selection

Table 4. FLWO 1.5m/FAST Observing Runs

Dates Candidates Observed

2023 October 14 - 16 102

2023 November 08 - 12 274

2024 January 08 - 15 333

2024 March 06 - 11 241

2024 May 06 - 10 125

criteria for this run, these objects must be analyzed sep-
arately for purity.
Accounting for all 5 FAST runs, we obtained 1,147

spectra of 1,051 unique C star candidates. Of these, 733
are included in our final candidates catalog. Of those,
621 spectra were obtained before the 2024 May run, so
are randomly selected and valid for purity calculations
spanning all type of C stars below. Of those, 565 are
randomly selected in uncrowded sky regions (|b| > 10◦

and not in the LMC or SMC).
All FAST spectra were reduced using standard IRAF1

routines (Tody 1986, 1993) as implemented in Pyraf
(Science Software Branch at STScI 2012). The spec-
tra were flux calibrated using standard stars observed
on the same night.

7.1. Visual Inspection and Sample Purity

We visually inspected every FAST spectrum and gave
it a ‘VI score’ from 0 to 5, based mostly on the ap-
pearance and strength of C2 bands. The meaning of
the scores is summarized in Table 5. An example of
the plots used for visual inspection is shown in Fig 5.
Spectra with clear, sharp C2 λ5636 features always fea-
tured other strong C2 bands, and ranked the highest
score of 5. If C2 λ5636 was weak, but several other C2

features were clearly visible, a spectrum ranked 4. Spec-
tra with weaker C2 features are more common in bluer
stars. Many spectra, ranked with a VIscore of 3, show
no evident C2 λ5636, and weak or absent C2 λ4737 but
normally have clear CHλ 4315, and evident CNλ 4216.
We generally excluded consideration of the C2 λ5165 fea-
ture, because it can look quite similar in strength and
even shape to the MgH band commonly found in normal
stars from mid-G to early M.
Of the raw final candidate sample, visual inspection

of 621 FAST spectra yield 76.1% with scores of 4 or 5,
i.e., clearly C stars.
If we include scores of 3 or higher, the purity becomes

83.8%. We argue that including VI scores≥3 is probably
reasonable, because such stars almost always include the

1 IRAF is distributed by the National Optical Astronomy Obser-
vatory, which is operated by the Association of Universities for
Research in Astronomy (AURA) under cooperative agreement
with the National Science Foundation.
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Table 5. Visual Inspection Scoring

Score Definition Number of Stars

in Final Sample

5 obvious C star 331

4 very likely C star 94

3 probable C star 47

2 possible C star 81

1 probably not a C star 4

0 def not a C star 4

Total 565

CH band, along with at least one believable C2 and/or
CN bandhead.
For analysis of what features might be used to achieve

higher purity, we can include all FAST spectra of C star
candidates from any of our observing runs, but the final
statistics on purity should be obtained using only the
randomly-selected sample of 621 candidates. Further,
for most of our analysis, we will focus on the 565 that
are in uncrowded, low extinction regions (|b| > 10◦ and
non-LMC/SMC). Of those, 241 are dCs (MG > 4.5).
While one might expect the machine learning algorithms
to do the optimal job of selecting candidates, the train-
ing set that we provide may not represent the breadth
- much less the relative prevalence - of actual C stars
in the sky. After looking at dozens of plots of FAST
VI score vs. features, we find that one of the most ef-
fective filters to enhance the purity of the sample (i.e.,
removing mostly those C star candidates with low VI
scores) is the XGBoost C star classification probabil-
ity, which we label ‘XGProb C’. Other useful filters in-
clude features with relatively high importance based on
the algorithm outputs, like spectral indices for C2λ4737,
C2λ4636, CNλ7088, CNλ7872, or the XP spectral coef-
ficient BP 23. Since we provide these features in a ma-
chine readable table, the reader can choose their own
preferred filters. We experimented with several filter
combinations some of which are listed in Table 6, to in-
vestigate their effect on the purity of the sample, based
on VI scores of our FAST spectra.
In Table 7, we show the number of stars in our can-

didate sample by VI score, for each of these 7 exam-
ple filters. We exclude candidates within crowded re-
gions (|b| < 10deg or in the LMC/SMC), leaving 565
randomly-selected candidates with FAST spectra and
VI scores. Of these, 83.5% are bona fide C stars with
VI scores ≥3. This is a good general number to know for
the full candidate sample, irrespective of absolute mag-
nitude or any other filters. If we restrict the candidate
sample further to have XGProb C> 0.85, the purity be-
comes 95.5%, albeit with the loss of 10% of the initial
candidates having VI score ≥ 3.
In Table 8, we show the number of stars in our candi-

date dC sample by VI score, for each of the 7 example

filters. All the same sky region exclusions apply as in the
previous table, but in addition we impose a requirement
that MG > 4.5. Table 9 shows purity for dCs (MG ≥ 4.5
in uncrowded sky regions) only, based on visual inspec-
tion scores for FAST spectra in our candidate sample,
with either purity filter, or with filter (a) (XGProb C
≥0.85). We show object counts and purity fractions in
5 bins of absolute magnitude for FAST-observed candi-
dates, counting all dCs, those with VI score≥ 4 or ≥ 3.
For dCs with MG ≥ 5.5 and VI score ≥ 3, the sample
purity is 94.8%. If we select all candidates in uncrowded
sky regions with MG ≥ 5.5 and XGProb C ≥0.85, we
find
627 dCs in our full sample, which is the primary, pure

sample we use to derive the dC space density. The re-
moval of the most luminous MG bin empties the three
highest z bins (from 1575 to 2205 pc), so we omit con-
sideration of those bins below.

8. Luminosity Function and Space Densities

With this new all-sky sample of C stars, we can, for
the first time, measure an unbiased luminosity function
and calculate the space density of dC stars. These mea-
surements will significantly enhance our understanding
of the population of dC stars and potentially provide
insights into their formation.
We corrected for extinction using the MWDUST code

(Bovy et al. 2016), using the ‘combined19’ option which
combines the maps of Drimmel et al. (2003), Marshall
et al. (2006), and Green et al. (2019). For each of our
objects, we input the value of Galactic latitude (b) and
longitude (l) from the Gaia DR3 data, as well as the
distance estimates from Bailer-Jones et al. (2021) to
the MWDUST code, which returned the total color excess
E(B − V ) for each object in the sample. We calculated
the extinction in the Gaia filters using Equation 2 of
Canbay et al. (2023), who calculated the extinction co-
efficients using Equations 1, 3a, and 3b of Cardelli et al.
(1989) and assumed a standard RV = 3.1. We relist the
equations found in Canbay et al. (2023) below for clarity

AG = 0.83627× 3.1E(B − V ), (2)

ABP = 1.08337× 3.1E(B − V ), (3)

ARP = 0.63439× 3.1E(B − V ). (4)

Before we calculated and fit different models to the
space density of dC stars, we applied a set of filters to
ensure that our sample is a balance of pure and com-
plete. The first filter is to ensure we only have truly
dwarf carbon stars, i.e. main-sequence stars. We do
this by requiring 4.5 ≤ MG ≤ 9.5 after extinction cor-
rection. The bright absolute magnitude cut is to ensure
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Table 6. Example Purity Filters

XGProb C Spectral Index bp 23

C2 λ4737 C2 λ5636 CNλ7088 CNλ7872

> 0.85 < 0.6 < 0.8 > 1.03 < 0.85 < −1.5

a ✓ . . . . .

b ✓ ✓ . . . .

c ✓ . ✓ . . .

d ✓ . . ✓ . .

e ✓ . . . ✓ .

f . . . . ✓ ✓

g ✓ . . . . ✓
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Figure 5. Example of FAST spectra with Visual Inspection scores from 5 (top) to 1 (bottom). The spectra are flux-calibrated

using a standard star from the same night. The Gaia spectrum for each one is overplotted in dashed orange, making it easy to

see both Gaia’s much lower resolution and the ringing that can occur, related to the Gaia spectral representation using Hermite

polynomials. The wavelength of important bands of C2 and CN, Balmer lines and Ba II are indicated with light vertical lines.

Red and grey shaded regions correspond to strong telluric absorption (uncorrected) of H2O and O2.
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Table 7. Visual Inspection Scores for FAST-Observed C Star

Candidates

VI score |b| > 10 a b c d e f g

0 4 2 2 3 3 3 3 3

1 8 4 4 4 4 4 2 4

2 81 14 15 15 21 15 9 18

3 47 26 26 26 27 26 24 34

4 94 80 80 80 80 81 68 88

5 331 318 325 327 326 328 313 324

Tot 565 444 452 455 461 457 419 471

%≥3 83.5 95.5 95.4 71.9 70.7 71.8 74.7 68.8

%Lost 0 10.2 8.7 8.3 8.3 7.8 14.2 5.5

Note—Object counts by visual inspection score from FAST spectra for
C star candidates in our sample, excluding those in crowded regions
(|b| < 10 deg or LMC/SMC) using 7 possible purity filters (a) through
(g), which are described in § 7.1. The row marked ≥ 3 gives the
fractional purity of the candidate sample after filtering, where bona
fide C stars are judged to have VI score ≥ 3. The final row marked
%Lost shows the fraction of the original uncrowded (472) candidates
with VI score ≥ 3 that are lost after applying each filter. Scoring is
described in Table 5.

Table 8. Visual Inspection Scores for FAST-Observed dC

Candidates

VI score |b| > 10 a b c d e f g

0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

1 3 1 1 1 1 1 1 1

2 52 9 9 9 14 9 3 12

3 12 6 6 6 6 6 5 8

4 19 17 17 17 17 17 10 17

5 54 53 53 53 53 53 51 54

Tot 141 86 86 86 91 86 70 92

%≥ 3 60.3 88.4 88.4 88.4 83.5 88.4 94.3 85.9

%Lost 0 10.6 10.6 10.6 10.6 10.6 22.4 7.1

Note—Object counts by visual inspection score from FAST spectra for
dC candidates in our sample, excluding those in crowded regions (|b| <
10 deg or LMC/SMC) using 7 possible purity filters (a) through (g),
which are described in § 7.1. The row marked ≥ 3 gives the fractional
purity of the candidate sample after filtering, where bona fide C stars
are judged to have VI score ≥ 3. The final row marked %Lost shows
the fraction of the original uncrowded (85) candidates with VI score
≥ 3 that are lost after applying each filter. Scoring is described in
Table 5.

we select only main-sequence stars. The faint cut is
the absolute magnitude beyond which we detect only a
handful of dCs, given our apparent magnitude limit of
G = 16.5. For highest purity and completeness, we use
purity filter (a) and restrict to MG > 5.5, yielding a
sample of 627 dCs for this analysis.
We then placed three spatial cuts: (1) removed objects

in the Galactic plane with |b| < 10◦, (2) removed objects
within 11◦ of the LMC center, and (3) removed objects
within 9◦ of the SMC center. These cuts were used

to remove objects likely to be affected by crowding or
severe reddening in these dense regions.
We split the sample into five bins in MG, from 5.5 to

9.5 in bin widths of 0.5mag. We also split the sample
along the disk height, z, in 7 bins from 0pc to 2205 pc
in z bin widths of 315 pc. This bin width was chosen
by varying the bin width from as small as 100 pc to as
large as 750 pc, and looking at the resulting luminosity
function. The chosen bin width of 315 pc gave the best
combination of z resolution while ensuring all bins had
enough objects to allow a statistically significant mea-
surement of the space density.
We then constructed the luminosity function by mea-

suring the density of dCs in each of the bins mentioned
above. For each bin in the 2D MG-z space, we looped
through all stars in that bin. For each star in the bin we
calculated the maximum distance we could see the star
given the Gaia limit of 16.5 mag using

dmax = 10
16.5−mg+5

5 . (5)

This distance is used to calculate the volume in this z bin
within which this star is counted. Geometrically, this
volume is a slab of a sphere of radius dmax, parallel to
the galactic plane, with varying portions removed based
on our previous cuts. First, the volume of a slab of a
sphere is given by Equation 6, where h is the height of
the slab, a is the radius of the lower circular boundary
of the slab, and b is the radius of the upper circular
boundary of the slab.

Vslab =
1

6
πh

(
3a2 + 3b2 + h2

)
(6)

The height h of the slab can be found from z1 and z2,
which are the Galactic disk heights of our z bins (z1 is
the lower bin edge, and z2 is the upper bin edge). How-
ever, for some stars their max distance dmax is closer
than the upper bin edge, and therefore the volume is
limited by Gaia and not the bin edge. In those cases
(z2 > dmax) we then set z2 = dmax. With that adjust-
ment, the slab height is just then h = z2 − z1.
The radii of the lower and upper circular boundaries

can then be found geometrically as follows for a in Equa-
tion 7 and for b in Equation 8. Note that for b, we must
test if the slab height h is 0, i.e. when we reach the top
of the sphere and the slab has only a bottom edge.

a =
√
d2max − z21 (7)

b =

{
0, if z1 + h = dmax√
d2max − (z1 + h)2, otherwise

(8)

With the parameters of the slab determined, we then
can calculate the slab volume as shown in Equation 6.
However, the volume for each of our stars is not a simple
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Table 9. Purity Tests for dCs

MBrt
G MFnt

G No Purity Filter Purity Filter (a)

All VI ≥ 4 P VI ≥ 3 P All VI ≥ 4 P VI ≥ 3 P

4.5 5.5 35 3 0.085 4 0.1143 9 2 0.222 3 0.333

5.5 6.5 37 10 0.270 18 0.4865 12 9 0.750 11 0.917

6.5 7.5 44 35 0.795 38 0.8636 40 34 0.850 37 0.925

7.5 8.5 15 15 1.000 15 1.000 15 15 1.000 15 1.000

8.5 9.5 10 10 1.000 10 1.000 10 10 1.000 10 1.000

≥4.5 . 141 73 0.518 85 0.603 86 70 0.814 76 0.884

≥5.5 . 106 70 0.660 81 0.764 77 68 0.883 73 0.948

Note—Sample purity based on visual inspection scores for dCs (MG ≥ 4.5) with FAST spectra in our
candidate sample, with or without pre-filter. Object counts in 5 bins of absolute magnitude for FAST-
observed candidates, counting All, VI score≥ 4 or ≥ 3, without any purity filter on the left, or purity
filter (a) on the right. P is purity, the ratio of those that pass the VI threshold to the total. VI scoring
is described in Table 5.

slab of this sphere. We must remove the volumes of each
of the spatial cuts that we placed on our sample. These
are the Galactic latitude cut and the LMC and SMC
cuts. Each of these cuts requires a geometric correction
to remove the volume corresponding to the cut, which
is different for each slab.
With these corrections taken into account, for each

star in the MG-z bin, we have the calculated volume, V∗,
that the star samples at the measured apparent magni-
tude, within the slab in which it is found. We then sim-
ply account for this star in the space density for each
bin by adding 1/V∗. As we loop over all MG and z bins,
we account for the density of all dCs in our sample.
Not all of our MG-z bins contained a dC, and therefore

some of our bins do not have space density estimates.
However, the bin in z closest to the Galactic plane does
contain objects in all the MG bins. We used the lumi-
nosity function of this z bin to calculate the fraction that
each MG bin contributes to the total density of each z
bin. This allowed us effectively to use the shape of the
luminosity function to account for undetected stars in
the farther z bins, i.e. account for the fainter objects
that are assumed to be in those more distant z bins but
cannot be seen due to the Gaia limit of 16.5 for XP
spectra.
We performed this correction by adding up the total

space density in the closest z bin, and then dividing the
space density in each MG bin by the total density, giving
the fraction of the total density in each MG bin. Then,
for the next more distant z bin, we calculated the to-
tal space density of the populated bins (note that not
all bins are filled). We estimate the space density of
unpopulated MG bins using the corresponding fraction
from the closer z bin, but normalized using the popu-
lated bins. Knowing which MG bins were populated,
and the fraction of each MG bin toward the total, we
calculated the corrected total density for that z bin. We
repeat this for each of the z bins moving away from the
Galactic plane, until we have filled in the density for all

missing bins, resulting in the complete luminosity func-
tion for our dC sample. While this procedure assumes
that the shape of the dC luminosity function does not
change significantly with z, it allows us to derive a more
reliable space density using all the dCs available to our
sample magnitude limit of G = 16.5. Naturally, the nor-
malization of the luminosity function decreases with z,
but we present evidence below (e.g., Figure 7) that its
shape indeed remains substantially constant.
To estimate the effects of the purity and complete-

ness of our candidate sample, we provide four estimates
of the dC space density. The first estimate includes all
C star candidates found by our algorithm. We also re-
duce the star counts using an example purity filter alone,
providing what is likely a lower limit to the dC space
density. Third, we apply the completeness corrections
alone, which provides an indication of the maximum
space density. Finally, we apply both our purity and
completeness corrections to calculate the best estimate
of the true space density of dCs. Since our selection
method retrieves few dCs in the range 4.5 < MG ≤ 5.5,
the nominal completeness correction is unbounded, so
we only estimate the dC space density for MG > 5.5.
Figure 6 shows an example of the purity and complete-
ness corrections that we applied for the closest z bin.
The luminosity function is shown in Figure 7. Each z

bin is plotted with a different color. The space density
in each MG bin is then plotted, with filled circles being
bins that have dCs in them and open circles being bins
who have had the space density interpolated from the
other MG bins. In general, the shape of the luminosity
function as measured by the bins with objects (filled
circles) is the same across z bins, although with differing
normalization. For this reason, the interpolation from
these filled bins into the non-filled bins from the closest
z bin should be a reasonable approximation to capture
those objects too faint for Gaia to be accounted for in
these bins.
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Figure 6. The luminosity function for the closest z bin,

shown also with corrections for purity, for completeness, or

both. We use both for further calculations.

From this luminosity function we calculated the space
density as a function of z height above the disk by sum-
ming over all MG bins in each z bin, while calculating
the associated errors on each. From this we fit the two
most common geometric models for the density z-profile
of the disk. The first was a simple exponential model in
z (Pala et al. 2020; Dawson et al. 2024), of the form

ρ(z) = ρ0e
−|z|/Hz (9)

where ρ(z) is the density at a given height z (measured
in parsecs), ρ0 is the density at a height of z = 0pc (i.e.
at the mid-plane of the disk), and Hz is the scale height.
The second model we used was a hyperbolic secant

squared model (Canbay et al. 2023; Dawson et al. 2024),
of the form

ρ(z) = ρ0sech
2

( |z|
Hz

)
(10)

where again ρ(z) is the density at a given height z (mea-
sured in parsecs), ρ0 is the density at a height of z = 0pc
(i.e. at the mid-plane of the disk), and Hz is a charac-
teristic height of the disk.
We used the same method for both models to find the

best set of parameters that fit our data. In each case we
used the Goodman &Weare (2010) Markov chain Monte
Carlo (MCMC) ensemble sampler implemented in emcee
(Foreman-Mackey et al. 2013). For our sampler we used
100 walkers and 110,000 iterations, removing the first
10,000 as a burn-in period. To ensure the samplers con-
verged, we used ln ρ0 as the parameter sampled to avoid

5.5 6.0 6.5 7.0 7.5 8.0 8.5 9.0 9.5
MG [mag]

10−9
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z = [0.0, 315.0) pc

z = [315.0, 630.0) pc

z = [630.0, 945.0) pc

z = [945.0, 1260.0) pc

z = [1260.0, 1575.0) pc

Figure 7. Luminosity function, as a function of z bins, of

our Gaia DR3 dC candidate sample. For each bin in the

disk height z, we calculate the space density for each bin

in absolute magnitude, down to the survey limit of MG =

9.5 mag. Solid filled circles are calculated directly from the

sample, with their associated error bars. Open circles are

data points which have been estimated based on the mea-

sured data, as discussed in the text. The data in this figure

show the space densities corrected for purity and complete-

ness, which we use in the rest of our analysis.

numerical convergence issues. For both models we used
a uniform prior over both ln ρ0 and Hz. The allowed
range for ln ρ0 was between −20.7 and −7, while the
allowed range for Hz was between 0 pc and 1500 pc.
The resulting sampled posterior distributions for both

models are shown in Figure 8. The left panel shows
the posterior for the exponential model, while the right
panel shows the hyperbolic secant squared model. In
both cases the posterior distribution is shown as a 2-
D density histogram with 1, 2, and 3σ level contours,
as well as marginalized posterior distributions for both
of the model parameters. From these marginalized his-
tograms we take the median as the best fit value, and
report our errors as the 1σ levels. We performed this
model fit with our four different corrected space densi-
ties: no correction, purity, completeness, and purity and
completeness. The results of all these fits are found in
Table 10. There seem to be only minor variations in the
fit values among the various datasets and models. We
present all the values in Table 10, but for our subsequent
analysis, we utilize the fit including corrections for both
purity and completeness.
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Figure 8. Posterior distributions for the model parameters ρ0, Hz, the central disk density and scale height respectively for

star counts incorporating both purity and completeness corrections. Shown are the model fit results for an exponential model

(a) and a hyperbolic secant model (b). Vertical dashed lines represent the 1σ range and the median (50th percentile). Values

are the natural logarithm (ln) of the central disk density in units of pc−3.

Table 10. Space Density and Scale Height Fit Re-

sults

Correction Model ρ0 HZ BIC

10−6 pc−3 pc

None Exp 1.83+0.16
−0.16 642+60

−51 2.04

. . . sech(Z) 1.41+0.11
−0.10 819+47

−41 −3.86

Purity Exp 1.78+0.17
−0.16 641+62

−52 1.77

. . . sech(Z) 1.38+0.11
−0.10 818+48

−42 −3.71

Completeness Exp 2.57+0.21
−0.19 724+71

−59 3.61

. . . sech(Z) 2.04+0.13
−0.13 861+49

−43 −4.75

P+C Exp 2.49+0.20
−0.19 714+70

−58 3.50

. . . sech(Z) 1.96+0.14
−0.12 856+49

−43 −4.57

Note—Best-fit model parameters for single exponential or
hyperbolic secant density distribution as a function of
height z from the mid-plane. The sample modeled here
includes only dCs in the range of dereddened absolute mag-
nitudes 5.5 < MG,0 < 9.5. The errors reported are stan-
dard asymmetric 1σ confidence interval from the MCMC
samples.

In Figure 9, we present the total measured space den-
sity as a function of our z bins, along with their as-
sociated errors. Both models are depicted with a line

(dashed or dotted), indicating the model derived from
the optimized parameters. Moreover, we also plot, in
transparent lines of the same color, 1000 randomly gen-
erated models drawn from the posterior distribution of
the model fits. This visualization illustrates the range
of models that are probable around the best-fit median
model.
To determine which model better fits the observed

space densities from Gaia, we calculated the Bayesian
information criterion (BIC) for each model and reported
the results in Table 10. For all four datasets, we
found that the hyperbolic secant squared model has a
lower BIC. Moreover, for the purity and completeness-
corrected data, this change in BIC is ∆BIC = 8.07, in-
dicating very strong evidence that the hyperbolic secant
squared model more accurately represents the data.
Consequently, we report the mid-plane space density

and scale height of dC stars in the galaxy as the fit
parameters derived from this hyperbolic secant squared
model for the purity and completeness-corrected data.
This gives us the mid-plane space density of dC stars
as ρ0 = 1.96+0.14

−0.12 × 10−6 pc−3 and a scale height of

Hz = 856+49
−43 pc.

As regards our measured scaleheight, the value that
we find for dCs of Hz ∼ 800 pc is surprisingly large
compared to G and K dwarfs (∼ 150pc; Bovy 2017).
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Figure 9. Disk model fits to the density profiles of the dC

candidate sample. Each data point in a z bin represents the

total space density across all absolute magnitudes. We fit

both an exponential model (in dark blue) and a hyperbolic

secant model (in orange). For both models, we show the

median of each distribution (dashed for exponential, dotted

for hyperbolic secant) as the model in the darker line. Ad-

ditionally, we plot 1000 random draws from each posterior

distribution to illustrate the range of possible models. Based

on the data, the hyperbolic secant model appears to be a bet-

ter fit to the observed density profiles.

Velocity dispersion increases with the age of stars due
to dynamical heating of the disk (e.g, Nordström et al.
2004; Aumer & Binney 2009 and references therein). As
a result, higher mass stars, which have shorter lifetimes
tend to have lower velocities and remain closer to the
plane of the galaxy. Older stars with lower masses have
larger scaleheights. It is possible that dCs are princi-
pally from an older population, given that each has a
companion that already went through an AGB phase.
Furthermore, it takes less C-enriched mass transfer to
create a (C>O) dC if the system is low metallicity. Low
metallicity corresponds to greater age, which in turn
corresponds to larger scaleheights (e.g., Gilmore & Reid
1983; Bovy et al. 2012).
In the following section, we compare the space density

of dCs to other relevant stellar populations.

9. Space Density Comparisons

We present in this article the first uniformly-selected
all-sky catalog of carbon star candidates. We measure
the completeness and purity of the candidate sample,
and focus our attention on the dwarf carbon stars. The

subsample with the highest purity and completeness are
the cooler dCs, with MG > 5.5. We can contrast the
dC space density ρdC ∼ 2× 10−6 pc−3 at the mid-plane
to that of other stellar types in the literature. For per-
spective, remember that the preponderance of dCs in
our sample are in binary star systems where (1) the ini-
tial primary star has been through the TP-AGB phase
to become an AGB C star, (2) significant mass trans-
fer has occurred to tip C>O in the atmosphere of the
remaining main sequence star, (3) the final dC mass
corresponds to an effective temperature cool enough to
allow the formation of detectable C2 and/or CN molec-
ular bands and (4) the WD remnant has cooled beyond
obvious detectability (TWD ≤ 10,000 deg).

9.1. Main Sequence Stars

Bovy (2017) measured the space density of A0V
through K4V main sequence stars using about two mil-
lion stars in the Gaia DR1 TGAS catalog. We can
compare our space density ρdC to theirs in a simi-
lar absolute magnitude range. We calculate space den-
sity for 5.5 < MG < 9.5 which corresponds (for dCs)
to 4.0 < MJ < 7.6. Using the mean infrared dwarf
stellar locus from Pecaut & Mamajek (2013), a simi-
lar range in MJ corresponds to ≥G8V for normal main
sequence stars. Bovy only tabulates up through K4V
(MJ = 7.25) because of incompleteness, which corre-
sponds to MG = 9.3 or so for dCs. Their cumulative
space density fom G8V to K4V, 5.20×10−3 pc-3, is some
2600 times larger than we find for ρdC in a similar MJ

range. Therefore, local dCs represent only about 0.03%
of main sequence stars, as might be expected because of
dCs’ very particular evolutionary history.
We note that dC stars have more similarity in the

infrared to normal (C< O) main sequence stars than in
the optical. The trend of MK with stellar bolometric
luminosity is quite similar. If MK is a good proxy for
stellar mass, then our dCs range in mass from about 0.1
to 0.55M⊙.

9.2. AGB Carbon Stars

By comparing the space density of dCs to that of
C-AGB stars, we can crudely estimate the fraction of
C-AGB stars in systems that produce dCs. Since dCs
may remain on the main sequence for billions of years
after the mass transfer event from their former AGB
companion, the dC population effectively registers many
generations of past C-AGB stars. The scale height of
dCs that we measure indicates thick disk kinematics.
Thick disk populations have a typical median age of
about 10Gyr (e.g., Haywood et al. 2013). The dura-
tion of the TP-AGB phase generally decreases with
increasing mass or metallicity (Girardi & Marigo 2007;
Kalirai et al. 2014), but we can assume for simplicity
that a typical AGB C star lifetime is about 1Myr. If
all AGB C stars birthed a dC, dCs should thus have
a space density some 104 times greater than C-AGB
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stars. In fact the dC space density is only about 200
times higher. This would imply that only about ∼2% of
C-AGB stars are in mass transfer binary systems that
result in a detectable dC star. Why only 2%? The C-
AGB star had to be in a binary system. The system had
to be close enough for mass transfer, but not so close
as to quickly disrupt the TP-AGB phase or to merge
with the AGB primary. The initial mass ratio had to
be large enough that the dC star remains on the main
sequence, with a mass low enough that we can detect
C2 and CN features. In upcoming work, we will refine
the space density measurement for C-AGB stars using
our sample, and further investigate these arguments.

9.3. White Dwarfs

WDs are created after either a red giant or an AGB
phase. The space density of single WDs should be con-
siderably larger than dCs because they need not have
been C-AGB stars, nor have main sequence companions.
Gentile Fusillo et al. (2021) inferred a space density of
white dwarfs within 20 pc of the Sun of 4.47±10−3 pc−3,
using the Gaia EDR3 catalogue. A more recent estimate
using 1076 spectroscopically confirmed white dwarfs
within 40pc from Gaia DR3 yields a consistent space
density (O’Brien et al. 2024).
Therefore, detectable WDs are at least 2200 times as

common as dCs. Detectability eliminates the coolest,
oldest WDs, so this measured ρWD value is certainly a
lower limit on the total intrinsic space density of WDs.

9.4. Unresolved White Dwarf/Main Sequence Binary
Stars

In terms of stellar evolution, the most closely anal-
ogous systems to dCs are likely the WDMS binaries.
Using Gaia EDR3, Rebassa-Mansergas et al. (2021) se-
lect 112 WDMS binaries within 100 pc from a region of
the color-magnitude diagram between the WD and main
sequence. They derive space density ρ ∼ 3× 10−5 pc−3.
However, detection either via color or spectroscopy re-
quires that the WD and its dwarf companion have sim-
ilar absolute magnitudes. Thus, the WD must still
be hot, especially for those systems with more lumi-
nous (more massive) main sequence companions. Based
on binary population simulations, they estimate that
their incompleteness is about 90%, because in the in-
trinsic population, the WD is usually much less lumi-
nous than its MS companion and therefore undetectable.
Correction for this severe incompleteness yields an esti-
mated upper limit to the true WDMS space density of
∼ 4× 10−4 pc−3, or about 200 times the dC space den-
sity. This much larger value is due in large part to the
narrower evolutionary path of dCs; while the WD in
WDMS systems was surely a giant, the initial primary
in a dC system must have undergone the TP-AGB to
become an AGB C star and also transferred substantial

mass to the current dC, without having subsumed the
dC in the process.
Interestingly, we may be able to improve the compar-

ison of WDMS and dC space densities using the relative
frequency of C-AGB to M-AGB stars, albeit with some
unjustified assumptions.
In M31, for solar metallicity (or 0.1 solar), the C/M

ratio is about 0.01 (0.05) (Boyer et al. 2019).
If the WDs in WDMS systems had AGB progenitors

with similar C/M ratios, we might expect the intrinsic
space density of WDMS systems to thus be 20 - 100
times that of dCs. However, the hot WD in a typical
WDMS system could have come from either a red gi-
ant or an AGB star, and so the WD progenitor mass
range is quite large, from about 1 – 8M⊙ (Cummings
et al. 2018). In comparison, the progenitor mass range
of C-AGB stars is likely just ∼ 1.5− 2.5M⊙, with some
dependence on metallicity (Straniero et al. 2023). This
difference in mass range, integrated over a basic initial
mass function (e.g., m−2.3; Kroupa 2001) boosts the ex-
pected ratio of WDMS vs. dC space densities by about
another factor of 3.2, which may account for the ob-
served ratio of ∼200, within the still significant uncer-
tainties.

9.5. Binary Population Synthesis

Unlike WDMS systems, WD or main sequence sam-
ples, we know that every dC has a WD companion,
whether or not we detect it. The comparisons above
merely highlight that the space density of dCs is best
compared to results from binary population synthe-
sis models, because dCs provide a unique set of con-
straints. The necessary components of applicable bi-
nary evolution models include assumptions about the bi-
nary fraction, the mass ratio distribution, mass transfer,
wind loss, angular-momentum transfer, and common-
envelope evolution. Many details of these calculations
are under debate including e.g., the duration of the CE
phase, which is especially important for dCs with short
period orbits Roulston et al. (2021), but could range
from just 100 days to 104 years (e.g., Igoshev et al. 2020).
The time-integrated space density of C-AGB stars also
comes into play, which depends on detailed stellar evo-
lution models including such parameters as the initial
mass-range, metallicity effects, the amount of convec-
tive overshoot, etc. (e.g., Stancliffe et al. 2005).
Comparison to measured space densities also requires

realistic application of selection criteria to the simulated
population. de Kool & Green (1995) made the earliest
theoretical estimate of the space density of dCs, predict-
ing a local space density within the disk of 1×10−6 pc−3,
which is just a factor of two lower than our measurement.
The comparison sample at the time was based on just

a few high proper motion objects detected among faint
high latitude halo C stars in objective prism surveys
(Green et al. 1992) and a handful of DA/dCs with disk-
like kinematics (Heber et al. 1993; Liebert et al. 1994).
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The current work provides a much more reliable estimate
of the local space density of dCs. Significant advances
in binary population synthesis and in our understand-
ing and modeling of AGB evolution and mass transfer
suggest that new comparisons between predictions and
observations would be productive.

10. Summary and Prospects

By using XP spectra from Gaia DR3, and training
machine learning algorithms on a sample of carbon stars
verified with higher resolution spectroscopy, we have cre-
ated by far the largest catalog of carbon stars ever made,
across the entire sky. We measure the purity and com-
pleteness of the sample, and derive the local mid-plane
space density from 626 dCs with 5.5 < MG < 9.5 having
XGProb C value above 0.85, a sample with 94.8% pu-
rity. The dCs have a space density of ρ0 ∼ 2×10−6 pc−3

and a scale height of Hz ∼ 850 pc.
High resolution spectroscopy of dCs is rare to date,

and so verified model atmospheres for dCs do not ex-
ist. Both are important, because dCs (Plez & Cohen
2005) and their evolved descendants such as CEMP-s
stars (e.g.,, Beers & Christlieb 2005), have been posited
as some of the most metal-poor stars in the galaxy. Re-
stricting to uncrowded regions, XGProb C> 0.85, and
MG > 5.5, there are now 24 dCs in our catalog with
G < 14. Only two are previously known as dCs - the
prototype dC G77-61 (Dahn et al. 1977) at G = 13.32
and LP 318-342 (Si et al. 2015) at G = 13.43. We have
discovered four dCs even brighter than those, with two
having G = 12.5. If we don’t restrict to |b| > 10◦, there
are 31 dCs with G < 14. These bright dCs are well-
suited to high resolution spectroscopy and atmospheric
modeling.
We are still obtaining spectroscopy of our dC candi-

dates, both to confirm that they are true dC stars, and
to obtain radial velocities (RVs). For true dCs with pe-
riodic variability detected from photometric lightcurves,
we obtain multi-epoch spectroscopy to measure orbital
properties. For every dC we observe, we can derive space
velocities from the RVs along with Gaia proper motions
and parallaxes. We will thus study the kinematics of
our dC sample. Disk stars tend to concentrate near the
Galactic plane (|z| < 1 − 2 kpc) and display relatively
low proper motions due to rotational alignment. Halo
stars are more widely dispersed along the z-axis, extend-
ing farther from the plane with generally higher proper
motion magnitudes.A kinematic study of dCs will help
us understand their age, and relative frequency in disk
and halo.
To better constrain the evolutionary path leading to

dCs, it is important to know the space density of C-AGB
stars. We are extending our analysis in an upcoming
paper to model the distribution of C-AGB stars, which
can be reliably detected out to about 50 kpc for G <
16.5.

It is also key to find the most recently-minted dCs
- those where the DA WD is still hot. Too few DAdC
systems are known at bright magnitudes to form an ade-
quate training sample, but we are synthesizing and com-
bining spectra for dC and DA WD templates for a range
of temperatures, luminosities and distances.
Large multifiber spectroscopic surveys are underway

now across the full sky (e.g. WEAVE, 4MOST, DESI,
SDSS-V; de Jong et al. 2012; Dalton et al. 2012; DESI
Collaboration et al. 2016; Kollmeier et al. 2017), which
will provide significantly enhanced samples of carbon
stars at fainter magnitudes. As the space density of dCs
is considerably higher than that of C giants, the majority
of new faint C star spectra will be dCs. At magnitudes
of G ∼19 or fainter, AGB giants (MG < −2, but TP-
AGB stars have MG ≤ −4) must be at distances over
150 kpc, so well outside the galactic halo. By contrast
for dCs, such faint surveys are only probing distances of
about 5 kpc.

Facility: Gaia, LAMOST

Software: Astropy (Astropy Collaboration et al.
2013, 2018), Matplotlib (Hunter 2007), Numpy (Harris
et al. 2020), Scipy (Virtanen et al. 2020), Scikit-Learn
(Pedregosa et al. 2011), TOPCAT (Taylor 2005)
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APPENDIX

A. Initial Carbon Star Training Sample

We compiled our first carbon star training sample from published sources where the C-star classification was based
on existing optical spectroscopy.
For our initial training sample, we selected carbon stars from SIMBAD by requiring that sptypes=’C*’, yielding
objects labeled as C, C-H, C-Hd, C-R, C-N, C-J, CEMP. Many had more detailed spectral typing from the literature,

but the initial sample is quite heterogeneous, based on spectral classification from low-resolution objective prism (e.g.,
Christlieb et al. 2001) to intermediate resolution SDSS amd LAMOST (e.g., Green 2013; Li et al. 2018), to high
resolution spectroscopy (e.g., Čotar et al. 2019. Overall, the initial sample (without being matched to Gaia DR3)
consisted of 22312 objects.
We eliminated C stars with Galactic longitude |b| < 10deg, to avoid the worst effects of reddening. Then, we

eliminated C stars detected in the Large and Small Magellanic Clouds, because of potential croding issues, and
because luminous C giants are already well represented within the Milky Way sample. This was accomplished by
using circular regions with radii of 11 deg and 9 deg from the centers of the LMC and SMC respectively. The galactic
coordinates for these centers were found from NASA/IPAC Extragalactic Database. After this cut, our sample was
reduced to 5657 stars before we cross-matched to the Gaia DR3 catalog, which yielded
a sample of 5286 entries. Out of those stars, only 3686 had XP spectra and G mean flux over error > 5.
Both Ba and CEMP stars often lack detectable C2 or CN bands, and including them in the C star training sample

could result in a substantial contamination of our C star candidate sample with normal (C<O) stars, so we eliminated
both classes (536 CEMP and 381 Ba stars) from our C star training sample for the sake of purity. We also identified
and eliminated one known DA/dC spectroscopic binary, SDSS J081157.13+143533.0 (Whitehouse et al. 2018). We
performed a visual inspection of the XP spectra of these stars, overplotting a higher resolution template C star
spectrum for comparison. This inspection revealed that many - mostly faint - stars had large, unphysical fluctuations.
We therefore chose to eliminate the remaining 233 C stars with G > 16.9. We further eliminated 105 stars with large
discontinuities, evident TiO band absorption, or unclear C2 and CN bands. Our initial C star training sample thus
contained 2431 stars.

B. Initial Control Star Training Sample

For each C star in our training sample, we find a random star2

|∆G| ≤ 0.1, |∆(GBP −GRP )| ≤ 0.1
Since we do not require significant a parallax measurement either for the C stars or the control stars, this matching

does not guarantee that the luminosities of a C star and its matching control star are similar. Many of the C stars

2 We used Python’s np.random on the top eight million stars pulled
from an ADQL query of Gaia DR3.
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are distant giants, and have parallaxes too small to measure with Gaia’s current sensitivity. There is a fair variety in
appearance of the Gaia spectra of control stars, even if they have similar colors and magnitudes. For instance, we might
expect all of the reddest control stars to have similar strength TiO bands, but this is not the case. Possible reasons may
include differences in luminosity, metal abundances, dust along the line of sight, etc. We do not attempt to eliminate
this variety among the control sample, because random field stars will have the same dispersion in properties. A few
of the initial control sample stars (31 stars) we determined through visual inspection had clear C2 or CN absorption,
or unphysical discontinuities. These were randomly replaced with another control star from Gaia.
We trained XGBoost to select C star candidates (as described in § 5) using this initial SIMBAD-based C star

training sample, and the color-matched control sample. When we did a preliminary inspection of FAST spectra from
the resulting C star candidate lists, we obtained estimates of only 60% purity. We speculate the low purity may be
due to some combination of the heterogeneity of the C star training sample and the relatively small size and breadth
of the color-matched control sample. As constructed, the control sample would not effectively filter out objects like
galaxies and quasars from carbon star spectra. For these reasons, we chose to use the LAMOST C star training sample
and the much larger extended control sample, as described in § 3.
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